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stream of the channel; and in the cen-
tral stream of the channel it’s 11–12 
miles an hour but out a way at the base 
of the hills, and it’s flooded hill to hill. 
The water is moving along at a clip 
that’s, oh, a fast pace if you’re walk-
ing, is what it would be. 

And we have watched business after 
business, farm after farm, residence 
after residence go underwater. They 
sandbag, set up pumps, and then they 
lose the battle. And then the house and 
buildings fill up with water, sometimes 
clear up to the eaves, sometimes half-
way up on the windows of the living 
room. 

And we have miles and miles of trees 
that have been standing in water that 
is 10-, 12-, 16-feet deep for the better 
part of the summer. I’ll say all sum-
mer. And when the wind blows and the 
water starts to go down, the trees just 
tip over. Miles and miles of huge trees 
laying down, the swath of them just 
fallen over by wind and gravity and 
nothing for their roots to hang on to, 
and hundreds of thousands of farm 
fields that are underwater, and flooded 
with huge sand bars that are created by 
the current and all kinds of junk 
washed out into the middle of them. 

This is what we’re dealing with on 
the Missouri River. 

The Corps of Engineers has built in 
the upper Missouri River six dams. 
They’re known as the Pick-Sloan Pro-
gram. That began sometime in the ’40s 
and ’50s. They looked back on the his-
torically highest flood, which was 1881, 
and they had a large flood in 1943. It 
wasn’t as much as 1881, but it was a 
heads-up wake-up call that started 
Congress working. And they began 
working on this Pick-Sloan Program to 
prevent flooding in the Missouri River. 

In 1952, there was a huge flood, and 
that accelerated the construction. 
They completed in the late 1950s and 
early 1960s the six-dam reservoir com-
plex of the Pick-Sloan Program that 
goes clear on up into Montana. 

They wrote a master manual for the 
Corps of Engineers that guides them on 
how they shall manage the reservoirs 
and how they shall manage the Mis-
souri River. The master manual, Mr. 
Speaker, has been amended. I believe 
there have been five different versions. 
But in each of those versions, the Corps 
of Engineers says use the same amount 
of storage capacity for flood control. 

There is a permanent pool, and above 
that permanent pool they have always 
kept 16.3 million acre feet for flood 
control. The reason that they have 16.3 
million acre feet is because that was 
the amount that was calculated that 
was necessary to protect from the 
floods of the largest run-off ever expe-
rienced, which was 1881. In 1881, 49 mil-
lion acre feet of water came down. In 
2011, the number will be 61 million acre 
feet of water. 

So I have a bill I trust was intro-
duced this afternoon or will be before 
the fall of the gavel today, Mr. Speak-
er, that requires the Corps of Engineers 
to manage the Pick-Sloan Program, to 

protect from serious downstream flood-
ing, and to adjust those flood levels to 
the largest amount ever experienced. 
And that language then means 2011 
run-off rather than 1881 run-off. 

So if we get another year of this kind 
of run-off, we will be using the storage 
rather than having it be part of the 
permanent pool so that all of this 
downstream flooding that has wiped 
out hundreds and hundreds of square 
miles and set it under a flowing cur-
rent of water for the whole summer can 
all be protected. 

They easily have the storage capac-
ity to protect all of us downstream 
from that type of serious flooding. The 
legislation that I have that has been 
sponsored by representatives from at 
least four States along the Missouri— 
and I’m not sure who else might have 
signed on it this afternoon—just sim-
ply says to the Corps of Engineers: Ad-
just the flood storage from the 16.3 mil-
lion acre feet to an amount that will 
protect from serious downstream flood-
ing. 

That’s the message in the bill. That’s 
what I’m going to ask this Congress to 
pass. That’s what I think we have a 
reasonable chance of having unanimous 
support among the States affected by 
the Missouri River floods all the way 
up to the headwaters and all the way 
down to St. Louis. I’m hopeful every 
Member will sign on. It’s bipartisan. 
We have about the same number of 
Democrats as we do Republicans on 
that bill, and it’s something I feel the 
need to notice this Congress that is 
something that I’d ask for support, and 
hopefully we can start to move it 
through. 

So, Mr. Speaker, as we get close to 
wrapping up business in this Congress 
for this week, I think about what we 
have ahead of us. 

Of course one of the things we have 
ahead of us is how do we fund this gov-
ernment beyond September 30. That 
will be ultimately, I believe, a CR, a 
continuing resolution. We have the 
debt ceiling debate behind us, at least 
for now. We have the pressure points 
that are set up by the debt ceiling bill. 
I have never been a fan of a supercom-
mittee of 12 apostles sitting in a room, 
deciding for all of the rest of us what 
they think is best. The product that 
may come from there, if it’s used right, 
can be useful, and it can produce a 
happy ending here. 

I’m hopeful that they will make sug-
gestions and work with the commit-
tees. And the cuts that we must get in 
this Congress, I believe, need to be pro-
duced by the committees that have the 
most and the best knowledge about the 
subject matter at hand, that it’s not 
just a slash-and-burn from inside the— 
perhaps, and maybe not—closed doors 
of the supercommittee. And I think 
this country has got a long ways to go. 

But in the end, here’s what gets us 
where we need to go. Pass the Fair 
Tax, Mr. Speaker. That turns this 
economy back around and does all the 
things that I’ve said. It does every-

thing good that everybody’s policy 
does. It does them all. It does them all 
better. 

It gives people back their freedom. It 
gives them 56 percent more in their 
paycheck. They decide when to pay 
taxes when they make a purchase. And 
it rewards production. It stops pun-
ishing production. And in the end, it 
inversely rewards production. People 
will produce more. They’ll earn more. 
They’ll save more, will export more. 
Our dollar will be worth more. People’s 
labor will be worth more. 

And the 80 million Americans that 
are of working age but are simply not 
in the workforce need to be put to 
work. We can’t have a Nation of slack-
ers and then have me have to sit in the 
Judiciary Committee, listening to 
them argue that there’s work that 
Americans won’t do so we have to im-
port people to do work Americans 
won’t do and borrow money to pay the 
welfare of people that won’t work. 
That is a foolish thing for a Nation to 
do. 

We’ve got to get this country back to 
work and get those people out of the 
slacker roles and on to the employed 
roles. That and revalue the dollar. 

We’ve got to balance the budget. 
That means pass a balanced budget 
amendment that actually is a legiti-
mate balanced budget amendment with 
a supermajority required to waive the 
balance, a supermajority required to 
raise the debt ceiling, a supermajority 
required to exceed 18 percent of the 
GDP, and a supermajority required to, 
as I said, raise taxes, balance the budg-
et, and exceed the debt limit. 

So if we can do those things—repeal 
ObamaCare, pass the Fair Tax, pass a 
balanced budget amendment out of this 
Congress, ask the States to save us— 
that would be a pretty good foundation 
to build this country on, and it would 
be a good foundation for little Reagan 
Ann King, who’s just taken her first 
steps in the last 24 hours, to look ahead 
and think, Grandpa actually is doing 
something here in Congress. It’s going 
to open the door up for her and all of 
her generation to come in and con-
tribute to this country and still have 
something left for themselves and start 
to get to the point where we can one 
day start to pay down this national 
debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your atten-
tion here this afternoon, your service 
in this Congress as well. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi-

dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Pate, one 
of his secretaries. 

f 

AMERICA’S SPENDING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

GARDNER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 
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Mr. GOHMERT. We’re at the end of 

another week of session here. 
You know, the President’s been trav-

eling around the country. I know that 
costs millions and millions of dollars 
to put Air Force One in motion, hop-
ping all over the country. I’ve also seen 
what it takes from a security stand-
point to prepare for a President to 
come anywhere. Because of the sniper 
weapons available these days, they 
have to be so thorough. 

b 1500 

The Secret Service has to go along 
and check. Anything they can see, they 
have to check out. Well, that takes 
several days. 

So, to the average person, you think, 
Well, gee. The President just comes in. 
He’s gone in 30 minutes. No big deal. 
But for those whose life’s work it is in 
the government to make sure that 
things go properly, it is an extremely 
onerous task. We owe so much to those 
who protect those who are leaving the 
country, not so much the people in 
Congress. I know we had people in Con-
gress who were advocating that we all 
ought to have our own security detail; 
but as one of my constituents said one 
morning at 2 a.m. in Wal-Mart, ‘‘Wow, 
you really don’t have any security,’’ 
and I said, ‘‘No. It’s just you, me and 
the syrup here.’’ I don’t think we 
should have to have security. If it 
comes to that, this country is in such 
trouble that I’m not sure we’ll have it 
back in any proper form anyway. 

In the meantime, I am an advocate of 
letting people in Washington, D.C., who 
aren’t prior convicted felons and who 
meet the requirements, of being able to 
carry. Let folks carry. Not here in the 
Capitol, of course. You don’t need one 
here. We’ve got the finest we could 
hope for, Mr. Speaker. I know you 
know the Capitol Police are fantastic. 
We’ve got some up in the gallery who 
make sure that things are orderly up 
there; and as we know from the last 20 
years, there are times they’ve had to 
lay down their lives to protect the pub-
lic here. 

So we are greatly blessed, but it all 
comes back to this, that we’re talking 
about millions and millions of dollars 
for the President to go anywhere. Ever 
since 1 week ago, we were chastised by 
the President here on the House floor, 
as he spoke from the podium here, that 
we needed to pass his bill. Somebody 
else counted them. I didn’t. We’ve got 
to pass this bill right now, right away, 
right now. Pass this bill now. It turns 
out the whole time the President was 
saying ‘‘this bill,’’ there was no such 
bill, which brought back memories of 
exactly 2 years before when at that 
time the President demanded to come 
address a joint session of Congress. 

Under the rules of Congress, the laws 
of the land, no one can demand to come 
speak to the Senate or House unless 
they’re invited, but that was over-
looked back in September of 2009. The 
President was not doing well in the 
polling with his health care ideas. He 

figured, if he came and spoke here on 
the floor, because he is such a gifted 
reader, that he might be able to per-
suade people to support a bill they oth-
erwise didn’t like. 

So he came and he spoke. He spoke of 
this bill, my bill, this plan, my plan. I 
couldn’t find a bill. I couldn’t find a 
plan anywhere. It was even 2 weeks 
later that I asked the Cabinet member 
charged with Health and Human Serv-
ices—it’s her area—since the President 
was so accusatory and said, If any of 
you misrepresent my bill, I am going 
to call you out, I wanted to make sure 
I didn’t misrepresent anything. I asked 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services: Where do I get a copy of the 
President’s bill? She said these words: I 
think he was talking about a set of 
principles. 

Ah, it couldn’t have been. He said 
this bill, my bill, this plan, my plan. 
He didn’t have a plan. He didn’t have a 
bill. He was talking about a set of prin-
ciples? How could he condemn us for 
misrepresenting a bill or a plan that he 
didn’t have? Not then. It turns out he 
didn’t. 

So, as I heard the President say re-
peatedly to pass this bill, pass this bill, 
to do it right now, right now, I won-
dered if, yet again, 2 years later, he 
was making the same error—demand-
ing we pass a bill that didn’t exist. It 
turns out my concerns were well-found-
ed. He had no bill. He had no plan. He 
had a speech. 

But as we’ve learned from CBO, gen-
erally speaking, unless they’re chas-
tised sufficiently by the President or 
the White House, CBO cannot score a 
speech. If they’re chastised suffi-
ciently, then CBO will give them some 
sort of scoring because there are pres-
sures that can be brought to bear from 
the White House that somehow, appar-
ently, make them sensitive, which is 
another whole point. I really don’t be-
lieve that we will be able to fix the 
problems of the massive overspending, 
the overtaxing, the dramatic problems 
with the overvexation, the overburden-
some laws and regulations until we 
change a number of things. 

One of those is we eliminate the Con-
gressional Budget Office and eliminate 
the rules under which bills are scored. 
Those rules were put in place in 1974 by 
the same Congress that forced the mili-
tary to rush out of Vietnam, leaving, 
many report, around 2 million people 
who had helped us to be wiped out— 
murdered, killed—because the Congress 
didn’t care. That same Congress put in 
rules that would require that a bill be 
scored as to the effect it would have on 
our economy, on spending, on revenue. 
It required it would be scored under 
rules that do not allow the scorer to 
take into consideration reality, his-
tory, facts. All they’re allowed to do is 
to consider the formulas—the rules 
under which they’re bound by that 1974 
Congress. That’s it. 

Now, we’ve gotten horrible scoring, 
and it can’t be blamed on CBO or on 
the Joint Commission on Taxation. It’s 

the rules that are the problem. But 
when a group comes back with a score 
of around $800 billion and then later 
they have to confirm in reality it’s 
more like, say, $1.1 trillion, then you 
realize on an $800 billion bill that the 
score really should put boldly that you 
have to consider that with a 30 to 40 
percent margin of error, plus or minus. 
So here is the score, plus or minus 30 or 
40 percent, and that’s about the best we 
can do. 

Since that is the best that CBO can 
apparently do, it’s time to have some 
massive changes in this place. It’s time 
to use reality. It’s time to use history 
and not some 1974 liberal Congress’ 
idea of how we get the government tak-
ing over everybody’s lives. That’s no 
way to run government unless you’re 
in some country besides the United 
States of America. 

There’s an old saying in this town, 
Mr. Speaker: No matter how cynical 
you get, it’s never enough to catch up. 

In my 61⁄2 years here in Congress, I’ve 
found that’s certainly true because you 
want to trust everybody. You want to 
believe that when people say things in 
this town it’s true, but then you find 
out, for example, that you can have a 
leader of the country tell everybody 
that we need to go after the Big Oil 
companies. They’re having massive 
profits, and we’re going after those 
companies. Then you find out that the 
bill that’s produced to go after those 
companies has no adverse effect on 
those companies whatsoever, and in 
fact, it will make them even bigger 
profits than they might have ever 
imagined. 

Now, I know there have been some 
issues about the bill title, ‘‘American 
Jobs Act of 2011,’’ and yes, I am the one 
who filed the American Jobs Act of 
2011. 

b 1510 

I think it will be a wonderful thing 
when we in this body can work to-
gether. We can have our disagreements. 
I found, in a deacon body, even though 
there was a lot of nasty, mean things 
said, that if we had prayer together 
and we came together, we had meals 
together, we could work together. 

One of the things that’s so troubling 
on this floor is when people come so 
close to impugning the integrity of 
other people. I know some people that 
have diametrically opposed views of 
how this country should work, but I 
know in their heart they want the 
country to work well and succeed. I 
just believe from history they’re 
wrong, but there are people in this 
body who you might think we were so 
far from each other politically that we 
wouldn’t want to have anything to do 
with each other. 

DENNIS KUCINICH is one of those peo-
ple that is quite far afield from me on 
so many political issues, but DENNIS 
has never lied to me; he has always 
been up front. I find him to be a man of 
conviction, and I find him refreshing. 
MARCY KAPTUR and I disagree on many 
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issues, maybe most issues, but I know 
she is a person of integrity. She has 
never lied to me; she has never been 
anything but honest with me. 

There are numerous people. Bill 
Delahunt and I would spar in Judiciary 
Committee many, many times, other 
committees, subcommittees, here on 
floor; but I always found Bill Dela-
hunt—what I would call a liberal from 
Massachusetts, a Democrat—to be an 
honorable man, a man of integrity, and 
I believe with all my heart that he had 
a heart for this country and he wanted 
to see it work. 

We ought to be able to work together 
when people realize that we have got 
common goals, the common goal being 
the good of the country. So let’s at 
least find things we could agree on. 

When I was engaged in trials—and I 
have been involved in many trials as an 
attorney, and as a judge, and then 
oversaw them briefly as a chief justice, 
but engaged as a lawyer—there were 
many times when we started in the dis-
covery process that I told opposing 
counsel, We can do this one of two 
ways. We can fight, scrape and fuss 
over every question, over every inter-
rogatory, over every deposition, but we 
both know the rules require certain 
things will need to be produced, that 
certain things will need to be disclosed. 

So I would prefer to do it that way, 
amicably, and the people that win are 
the clients because they don’t have to 
pay near as much money. Because it 
doesn’t take near as much time if you 
can agree on the things that you know 
you are going to have to produce and 
quit having a motion to compel, a mo-
tion to protect, all this kind of stuff. 

Sometimes we had attorneys that 
could work together well, and some-
times they would hit me with a dis-
covery demand out of the blue that was 
so grossly unfair, but not illegal, that 
you would find out, okay, this is the 
way you want to go. I didn’t want to go 
this way, but I believe so strongly in 
the interests of the person I am rep-
resenting and believe so strongly in the 
process, itself, that if you want a fight, 
you will have a fight. 

If somebody is going to travel around 
the country, condemning me and other 
people in this body for refusing to pass 
a bill, knowing that that bill does not 
exist, it is not in existence because le-
gally it has not been filed, then we are 
going to do some battle over that. If I 
am going to be condemned for a week 
for refusing to pass an American Jobs 
Act of 2011, well, after 6 days or so, it’s 
time to have an American Jobs Act 
that we can pass or at least that I 
could go along with. 

I would certainly like, Mr. Speaker, 
the President and others to know I am 
flexible, but the corporate tax is one of 
the most insidious taxes that we have 
in this country because it’s not an hon-
est tax. Governments had represented 
to voters for years and years that we 
have got this tax over here. We go after 
the mean, evil, greedy corporations— 
and some do have greed as a material 

factor in their business—but the thing 
is, that’s not what a corporate tax is 
about. 

A corporation cannot stay in exist-
ence if they don’t have their customers 
or clientele pay the corporate tax. So a 
corporate tax is not actually a tax on a 
corporation. A corporate tax is, in-
stead, requiring the corporation to be 
the collection agent. Oh, make no mis-
take, that tax will come from the rank- 
and-file people across this great coun-
try. They’re the ones that are going to 
pay that tax. The corporations are a 
collection agent. They collect the tax 
from their customers, and then they 
pass it on to the Federal Government. 

The trouble is, in this country now, 
we have the highest corporate tax in 
the world, any developing nation for 
sure, 35 percent; in China, 17 percent, 
and they do cut deals where they will 
reduce it to zero tax for 5 years, I have 
been told by some people there. You 
get a deal—zero tax for 5 years and 
then gradually work up to 17. 

Not here in the United States. We are 
going to slap a 35 percent tax on any-
thing a company in America produces. 
That sure makes it tough to compete 
in the global market. 

Now that we have got planes, ships 
that move so quickly, rail that goes 
across borders, it is important that we 
be able to compete in the global mar-
ket. And if we are going to slap a 35 
percent tariff on everything an Amer-
ican company produces in this country, 
they are going to have to move and go 
to a country where there is not such a 
high collection fee that corporations 
are required to collect in this country. 
They are going to go to a country like 
China that charges a lot less for a col-
lection fee from the customers. 

But if people could get their mind 
around the fact that it isn’t making 
the greedy corporations pay, in fact, 
the greediest corporations are the ones 
that don’t pay anything. You know, we 
found out that the close cronies of the 
President at GE are able not to pay 
any tax, but the mom-and-pop-type 
small business corporations, they are 
having to pay the tax. 

Gibson is employing a lot of people. I 
got a Gibson guitar when I was 8 years 
old, a fantastic guitar. We are going to 
send in armed agents to harass those 
people. That’s no way to draw business 
back into this country. 

You reduce the corporate tax. If you 
reduce it at all, the more you reduce it, 
the more jobs are going to come back 
because that means more and more 
corporations will be able to compete in 
the global market, and they’ll be able 
to come back here, union members, not 
the government union members—and 
that seems to be where union leader-
ship wants to go these days. Forget the 
manufacturing unions. We are driving 
those jobs out of America. But any his-
torian will tell you, when a nation that 
is protecting other nations—and we 
are; we are protecting the free world— 
that requires that nation to have a 
military. 

Any nation that cannot provide its 
own military with the things it needs 
to protect itself—that means steel; it 
means all kinds of metal; it means gun-
powder; it means, actually, uranium as 
we have nuclear subs and ships; it 
means wood products; it means tires. 
We are buying tires for Humvees from 
China these days. Excuse me? We have 
to be able to have no supply line to be 
able to provide the things that we in 
this country need to defend ourselves 
and provide them in this country. It’s 
time to quit driving companies, includ-
ing manufacturing jobs, out of the 
country. This bill drives more jobs out. 

You have got to have energy. Those 
that are familiar with the Battle of the 
Bulge can dispel the myth that some 
think, gee, the war was won before the 
Battle of the Bulge. 

b 1520 
Some say they buy into the Russians’ 

explanation that we had whipped the 
Germans all by ourselves, we didn’t 
need the allies otherwise, but if you 
really study the Battle of the Bulge, 
what won that for the Allies was the 
fact that the Germans were running 
out of gasoline. 

So what does the President do to help 
us? He said go against and take the 
profits of these massive, big oil compa-
nies. Instead, page 151 through 154, he 
rips the heart out of the independent 
oil and gas industry. 

In order to drill a well in America, 
you have to raise capital. If you’re one 
of the majors like Exxon, like British 
Petroleum, the dear friends of the 
President, if you’re one of those big 
companies, you’ve got enough money 
of your own. You’re capitalized; you 
can do these things. But for over 94 
percent of the wells drilled in the con-
tinental United States, they’re raising 
money. They have to raise capital. 
Well, this knocks the fool out of their 
ability to raise capital. Not only that, 
it repeals the deductions that are not 
even available to any company that 
produces more than a thousand barrels 
of oil a day. That’s the majors. 

So all this will do is eliminate over 94 
percent of the wells drilled in the con-
tinental United States. The result will 
be a higher cost of oil. It will make 
even more profits for the President’s 
friends at British Petroleum. British 
Petroleum is friends of the President, 
they love the cap-and-trade idea, and 
they’re going to love this bill by the 
President. 

Also, we know, we’ve heard com-
plaint after complaint from State after 
State, and they’re saying, You are giv-
ing us so many unfunded mandates. We 
just can’t take this any more. Stop al-
ready. We just can’t stand this kind of 
help much longer. 

So if you look through this bill, you 
end up finding out there is a little pro-
vision—and, like I say, I was up until 
about 5 a.m. Tuesday going through 
this lovely thing, but there is a provi-
sion at the bottom of one of the pages, 
rather obscure, and my staff made cop-
ies. I’ve got the best staff in the world, 
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but I don’t believe they got my tag 
back on that page. The title of the lit-
tle section is Federal and State Immu-
nity, but then you read the section, it 
has nothing to do with Federal immu-
nity. Under the law, the Federal Gov-
ernment and the State government are 
immune from being sued, but in that 
provision it actually says that, gee, if a 
State accepts any money at all from 
the Federal Government, any money at 
all, then they have effectively waived 
their sovereign immunity and are 
therefore subject to suit. 

I just found it. It’s page 133: 
‘‘A State’s receipt or use of Federal 

financial assistance for any program or 
activity of a State shall constitute a 
waiver of sovereign immunity, under 
the 11th Amendment to the Constitu-
tion or otherwise, to a suit brought by 
an employee or applicant for employ-
ment of that program or activity.’’ It 
goes on. 

So at a time when States say we 
can’t afford any more unfunded man-
dates, the President proposes a bill to 
let them get sued a bunch more by peo-
ple who are unemployed. That’s just 
got to be great news. 

And we’re seeing the hearings go on 
about Solyndra. This administration, 
it appears from the evidence, we’ll get 
the final verdict later, but they rushed 
in to give them $500 million of stimulus 
money so crony capitalism could occur 
and certain people could engorge them-
selves, and all at the taxpayers’ ex-
pense, and it turns out that probably 
future generations will be paying for 
that. 

If you like the way that was handled, 
you’ve got to be reassured, because in 
this bill there are a number of ref-
erences that green programs, like 
Solyndra, will have priority, and we’ll 
rush a lot more money out there. 

There are a lot of things we could 
agree on in that bill that the President 
never had anybody willing to file. 
There was a provision for a payroll tax 
holiday. Well, you would figure I’d sup-
port that. I’m the guy who proposed it 
3 years ago and personally explained it 
to the President and Larry Summers in 
January of 2009. But it sure would’ve 
been better if we did it before this ad-
ministration squandered $4.5 trillion 
more than we brought in. We could’ve 
given everybody in the United States 
who pays income tax a tax holiday for 
3 years, and it would’ve only run up 
$3.6 trillion. We would have saved $900 
billion. If you don’t think that people 
having all of their own income tax 
from 3 years would’ve stimulated this 
economy, then you need to embrace 
this President’s bill because you’ll love 
it. 

Nonetheless, there are things that we 
could agree on. Both Houses, both par-
ties, I think, agree that we were will-
ing to sell some more broadband spec-
trum. That’s there in the bill, but then 
he uses that as a platform to create an-
other bureaucracy, a Big Brother com-
ing into your computer, because it’s 
the Public Safety Broadband Corpora-

tion that’s created and will just really 
make sure that Big Brother govern-
ment intrudes in your life. 

When you boil it all down, we have a 
moral problem in America. The Found-
ers continually pointed to God and said 
that’s where we need to have our focus. 
As Ben Franklin said, without His con-
curring aid, we will succeed in our po-
litical building no better than the 
builders of Babel. We’ll be confounded 
by our local partial interests, and we, 
ourselves, shall become a byword down 
through the ages. 

So whether anybody believes in God 
or not, as the Founders did, over a 
third of the Declaration of Independ-
ence signers were not just Christians, 
they were ordained ministers, to take 
one’s eyes off of self and put them on 
something higher and greater avoids 
the kind of engorgement, the self-satis-
faction, the self-emphasis that we’ve 
gotten into. That’s the reason you run 
up trillions of dollars of debt without 
any regard for the children, the grand-
children, and the generations to come. 

I have to make this personal note ref-
erence. It breaks my heart to see that 
in college football. Nobody loves col-
lege football more than I do. I attended 
Texas A&M, and I know a lot of people 
are excited about Texas A&M perhaps 
going to the Southeastern Conference 
for money. All about money. The tradi-
tions of Texas A&M make it unique 
and I think the greatest public institu-
tion of higher education in the coun-
try. I’m very proud of it, but it’s the 
traditions. And now we see that over a 
hundred years of tradition, going back 
to 1876, are ready to be thrown away 
for money. Just money. Greed money. 
Forget tradition that makes your in-
stitution great. Forget it all. Forget 
the State rivalries. Forget it all. We’re 
talking about cash. 

Isn’t that what got us in trouble in 
this country in the first place, when we 
put cash, greed for ourselves above the 
interests of the country or the institu-
tions we represent? 

To close with this example, my sen-
ior year in the Corps Cadets, I was the 
second level below the Corps com-
mander. I was one level right below the 
commander. There were four of us at 
that level, major unit commanders. 
There was a Corps commander. He 
didn’t get along very well. He didn’t 
play very well with others. And the 
first meeting we had, all of the senior 
leaders in the Corps Cadets, he had his 
staff put together tables end to end. He 
got up there with a corncob pipe like 
MacArthur, walked up and down and 
condescended and cajoled all his class-
mates like they were 2-year-olds. 
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I approached him after the meeting 
and I said, Man, these guys have seen 
you naked. We’re all classmates. We’re 
all friends. You need to try to work to-
gether. Don’t just condemn everybody. 
And I think if we could get to that 
level in here—not that we run around 
naked together—but just where we can 

work together as friends, disagreeing 
on issues. 

But unless one person has a 100 per-
cent lock on God’s truth 100 percent of 
the time, we should listen to each 
other, not condemn each other; and we 
can get these things worked out, put 
greed aside and help this country last 
200 more years. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

REPORT REGARDING ICELAND’S 
COMMERCIAL WHALING ACTIVI-
TIES—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112–54) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
On July 19, 2011, Secretary of Com-

merce Gary Locke certified under sec-
tion 8 of the Fisherman’s Protective 
Act of 1967, as amended (the ‘‘Pelly 
Amendment’’) (22 U.S.C. 1978), that na-
tionals of Iceland are conducting whal-
ing activities that diminish the effec-
tiveness of the International Whaling 
Commission (IWC) conservation pro-
gram. This message constitutes my re-
port to the Congress consistent with 
subsection (b) of the Pelly Amendment. 

In 1982, the IWC set catch limits for 
all commercial whaling at zero. This 
decision, known as the commercial 
whaling moratorium, is in effect today. 
Iceland abided by the moratorium until 
1992, when it withdrew from the IWC. 
In 2002, Iceland rejoined the IWC with a 
reservation to the moratorium on com-
mercial whaling. In 2003, Iceland began 
a lethal scientific research whaling 
program. In 2004, Secretary of Com-
merce Donald L. Evans certified Ice-
land under the Pelly Amendment for 
lethal scientific research whaling. 
When Iceland resumed commercial 
whaling in 2006, Secretary Carlos M. 
Gutierrez retained Iceland’s certifi-
cation, which remains in effect today. 

Iceland’s commercial harvest of fin 
whales escalated dramatically over the 
past few years. In addition, Iceland re-
cently resumed exporting whale prod-
ucts. Of particular concern to the 
United States, Iceland harvested 125 
endangered fin whales in 2009 and 148 in 
2010, a significant increase from the 
total of 7 fin whales it commercially 
harvested between 1987 and 2007. 

Iceland’s sole fin whaling company, 
Hvalur hf, suspended its fin whaling 
due to the earthquake and tsunami in 
Japan, where it exports its whale meat. 
Despite this suspension, Iceland con-
tinues to permit whaling and has a 
government issued fin whale quota in 
effect for the 2011 season that con-
tinues to exceed catch levels that the 
IWC’s scientific body advised would be 
sustainable if the moratorium was re-
moved. This continues to present a 
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